This article introduces the value of great power, such as that applied in Israel's effective national defense strategy, to resolve the conundrum of eliminating global terrorism.
Introduction
Over the past fifty years the US military's interest in counterinsurgency has ebbed and flowed, reflecting broader shifts in American grand strategy and the global security environment. 1 The first US "counterinsurgency era" began in the early 1960s when policymakers recognized the Soviet Union and China were inspiring or directly supporting left-leaning insurgencies to weaken the West, and to do so with less risk than direct military confrontation. 2 Southeast Asia soon became the primary laboratory. After the United States withdrew from Vietnam though, the military purged its counterinsurgency knowledge and capability only to rebuild it partly in the 1980s when Soviet backed insurgent movements were on the rise again, most importantly in El Salvador. 3 By the 1990s, the United States again abandoned counterinsurgency, assuming it was a legacy of the Cold War that would fade to irrelevance with the demise of the Soviet Union. 4 Insurgencies lingered in the Americas, Africa, and Asia; but without sponsors, most seemed irrelevant to Washington. 5 When the United States military was deployed to the Balkans, peacekeeping rather than counterinsurgency became the central component of what was then known as "low intensity conflict" and later "military operations other than war."
When the September 11 attacks on the United States and President George W. Bush's subsequent Global War on Terrorism" led to US intervention in Iraq and Afghanistan, counterinsurgency came roaring back, beginning what 65 David Ucko called a "new counterinsurgency era." 6 But this iteration was different. Both Iraq and Afghanistan were initially intended to be short stabilization operations following the removal of hostile regimes. They only evolved into counterinsurgency when opponents of the new, Americanbacked governments adopted the techniques of Cold War insurgents. 7 From 2003 onward, the US military rediscovered, updated, and applied Cold War era counterinsurgency concepts, turned them into updated Service and Joint doctrine, and developed organizations and capabilities to implement the new doctrine. 8 This approach took extensive effort since the Army's inclination after Vietnam was to resist involvement in counterinsurgency. 9 Partly because of this resistance, the revival of counterinsurgency took several years. Even so, it was the fastest such adaptation of a conventional force in history. 10 During this process, though, the United States never seriously debated whether Cold War-style counterinsurgency made strategic sense in Iraq and Afghanistan-whether it was a universal approach or a time-and situationspecific one. Because extremists in Iraq and Afghanistan were doing things that looked like twentieth-century insurgency, American strategists simply dusted off Cold War counterinsurgency and revised it. 11 This worked in Iraq to an extent. After several years of bloody and expensive fighting, the insurgency was battered to the point the Iraqi government could have finished it off by institutionalizing political and economic reform and continuing to professionalize its security forces. 12 That the Iraqi government failed to do so hints at deep flaws in the American approach to counterinsurgency.
The US campaign in Afghanistan was less successful. The conflict there was a lower priority than that in Iraq, so stabilization and reconstruction programs were under resourced. Afghanistan had a much weaker national identity and professional class than Iraq, making the job of supporting counterinsurgency more difficult. And the Afghan insurgents had two of the things a successful insurgency needs: a lucrative funding source (opium) and an external sanctuary the United States has been unable to shut down (Pakistan). 13 Today, US involvement in Afghanistan is at a much lower level than a few years ago. But, there is no sign Kabul will be able to contain, much less defeat, the insurgents any time soon. Even so, American political leaders continue to bet on counterinsurgency, apparently believing if the precise US troop levels and missions are found, it eventually will work.
In reality it will not, mostly because there is a much bigger issue at play: Afghanistan demonstrates the American conceptualization of counterinsurgency, born in the Cold War and resuscitated without a fundamental revision after the September 11 attacks, has reached the end of 67 its lifespan. 14 The Army, the Joint Force, and the rest of the US government now must do what it failed to do after September 11 and seriously examine the assumptions, conceptual foundations, and strategic effectiveness of counterinsurgency. This analysis will demonstrate counterinsurgency is unacceptably inefficient and should be abandoned in favor of a new method of antiterrorism that better reflects the domestic political situation and the dynamics of the twenty-first-century global security environment.
How We Got Here
While the United States has a long tradition of small wars against irregular opponents and implemented a form of counterinsurgency in the Philippines between 1899 and 1902, counterinsurgency did not become a central component of American grand strategy until the 1960s. 15 Worried by Soviet Premier Nikita Khrushchev's January 1961 speech endorsing "wars of national liberation," the eroding security situation in Laos and South Vietnam, the consolidation of Fidel Castro's regime in Cuba, the French defeat in Algeria, and the outbreak of communist insurgencies in Colombia and Venezuela, President John Kennedy concluded the Soviets were taking indirect aggression against the West using leftist insurgencies. This decision made counterinsurgency strategically significant.
The rationale for US involvement in counterinsurgency grew from ideas like the "domino theory" and the "death by a thousand small cuts" notion popular among French strategic theorists. 16 series of Third World skirmishes. The strategic significance of insurgency was symbolic and perceptual as an indicator of historic trends.
To respond, Kennedy ordered a wide-ranging expansion of US counterinsurgency capabilities. He first formed a cabinet level Interdepartmental Committee on Overseas Internal Defense Policy to develop a unified counterinsurgency strategy and coordinate efforts across the government. 17 The Pentagon created an Office on Counterinsurgency and Special Activities headed by Major General Victor H. Krulak (USMC), giving him direct access to the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the Secretary of Defense. 18 The military services integrated counterinsurgency into their professional educational systems and established training centers for it. Army Special Forces were expanded and reoriented toward counterinsurgency assistance. 19 Even the State Department and the Agency for International Development began to take counterinsurgency seriously, albeit with less enthusiasm than the military. 20
From its inception, though, US thinking about counterinsurgency had a heterogeneous intellectual foundation. One important element was the French notion of guerre révolutionnaire, which viewed insurgency as East-West proxy conflict. A second element was the belief that counterinsurgency required holistic stabilization and political reform rather than simply battlefield victory and thus needed a tightly integrated military, political, informational, economic, intelligence, and law enforcement effort. This idea came from British pacification campaigns in Malaya, Kenya, and elsewhere, as well as from French officers who fought insurgents in Indochina and Algeria. 
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The third component of American counterinsurgency was the theory of modernization borrowed from academia. 22 Derived in part from the writings of German sociologist Max Weber, modernization theory was based on the idea that the natural path for developing societies was from traditional economic, political, and social organizations to "modern" ones relying on bureaucratic administration with professional credentials and expertise rather than familial or traditional authorities.
As Americans grappled with insurgency, modernization theory provided an overarching intellectual framework. Policymakers and strategists concluded the difficult and complex transition from traditional to "modern" societies and political systems created tensions and conflicts. Modernization saw the political awakening of previously passive segments of society, such as the rural peasantry and marginalized ethnic, sectarian, or racial groups. Often traditional structures of order decayed more rapidly than modern ones developed. 23 All these factors provided opportunities for revolutionary movements. If revolutionaries could not seize power through a Bolshevikstyle putsch, one alternative was a protracted, rural insurgency based on an extensive political underground, information warfare and propaganda, terrorism, and guerrilla operations.
Modernization theory told American counterinsurgents that success was not simply defeating insurgent units but expanding the state's capacity to govern and secure its territory-in other words to do the things modernization theory says "modern" states should do. Until a nation became modern, it could not use political institutions to reconcile divergences among its population or have its security forces prevent or defeat organized insurgency. Thus, counterinsurgency required nation-building.
From the beginning, this kludge of very different ideas had internal tensions. Conceptualizing insurgency as a form of war suggested it should be militarycentric, but if battlefield victory did not equate to strategic success, the military could only do half the job-and, it was the easier half. Of course in conventional war, the peace settlement determines whether battlefield success led to strategic victory, but in counterinsurgency, what came after battlefield success was even more difficult to determine. That conclusion was not the only fissure in the concept. When the British and French undertook counterinsurgency while decolonizing, they assumed the authority of the nation where the conflict occurred. They could impose deep political and economic reforms even if traditional elites opposed it. Yet things were different for the United States: it did not undertake counterinsurgency but counterinsurgency support working through a local partner government. That divergence means the British and French models, which were part of the intellectual foundation of American counterinsurgency, were not fully applicable. Neither those models nor academic modernization theory explains how to compel a resistant local ally to undertake deep reform. In fact, as the United States helped a partner nation expand its political, military, law enforcement, and intelligence capability, Washington's ability to compel change declined. The United States never surmounted this leverage dilemma in Vietnam or later in Iraq or Afghanistan. Current counterinsurgency doctrine recognizes this problem but offers no solution. 24 Combining academic modernization theory with British and French notions of counterinsurgency also created organizational problems. The military dominated America's counterinsurgency organization even though the ultimate solution to insurgency was nonmilitary. Despite creating large embassies in Vietnam, Iraq, and Afghanistan, either the US military remained the most important player (Vietnam, Afghanistan) or the embassy found when most of the US military left and the insurgency was under control, it could not convince the partner government to finalize success by continuing deep reform (Iraq).
The Decay of Old Concepts
As American counterinsurgency was revived in Iraq and Afghanistan, the problematic assumptions and internal tensions inherent to the concept festered and worsened, becoming less tolerable as the strategic significance of insurgency declined. For instance, the architects of post-September 11 counterinsurgency accepted the idea that it is a type of war; the phrase "counterinsurgency warfare" was common. While insurgents do use armed 71 action, war is not entirely military but rather military-centric. 25 Insurgency, by contrast, is designed to diminish the importance of the military realm, primarily because the state-especially a state that has external counterinsurgency support-is normally militarily dominant, at least at the very end. In some ways, insurgency is more akin to premodern fighting where the primary objective was to demonstrate the bravery of individual warriors or capture prisoners for ritual sacrifice or slavery than to impose the political will of one group on another. This means calling counterinsurgency "war" is using the word euphemistically like the "war on poverty" or "war on drugs." This allegory makes sustaining public support difficult since Americans expect their nation eventually to "win" in some demonstrable way. Approaching counterinsurgency as war skews both its organization and its expectations.
The traditional conceptualization of counterinsurgency assumed partner governments supported the Western-Weberian notion of modernization and were willing to undertake deep reforms to become "modern." All they needed was a boost. Counterinsurgency had "an ideological dimension imbued with a distinctively American liberal philosophical and political selfunderstanding." 26 From this perspective, all the United States needed to do was provide partner governments the means to modernize.
This assumption proved accurate in some places like El Salvador, Colombia, and the Philippines. To the architects of American counterinsurgency, that success validated the principle, leading them to draw universal conclusions from culture-and situation-specific circumstances. Yet in many parts of the world-including those most prone to insurgency-the state is not a detached reconciler using a rule set that does not favor any one segment of the society. The body politic is not designed to balance diverse interests but to formalize and to sustain the group holding power. Because this motive produces resistance, Americans encouraged the local elite to transform the political, legal, and economic systems into something reflecting the Western notion of fairness or, as it is often phrased, good governance. But, such entreaties ask 25 Some scholars treat nonviolent strategic social movements as a type of insurgency. See, for instance, Mark Grimsley, "Why the Civil Rights Movement Was an Insurgency," HistoryNet, February 24, 2010, http://www.historynet.com/why-the-civil-rightsmovement-was-an-insurgency.htm. I disagree and consider insurgency a type of strategy, which by definition includes armed force, whether semiconventional military operations, guerrilla operations, terrorism, or most often, a blend of them. Insurgency is not military centric but always entails violence. Steven Metz, "Rethinking Insurgency," in Rich and Duyvesteyn, Routledge Handbook; and Metz, "Insurgency," in Conceptualising Modern War, ed. Karl Erik Haug and Ole Jørgen Maaø (London: Hurst, 2011). 26 Smith and Jones, Political Impossibility, 57. elites to alter a system that benefits them, their families, and their peers. In other words, the American approach to counterinsurgency is contingent on partner elites acting irrationally-doing things against the interests of themselves, their families, and their affiliates. As Joint counterinsurgency doctrine notes, "US counterinsurgents will often have to cajole or coerce HN [host nation] governments and entrenched elites to recognize the legitimacy of those grievances and address them. This is especially true where reforms would involve compromising the political and financial interests of those elites." 27 While accurate, these elites generally undertake just enough reform to satisfy Washington, which keeps assistance flowing without fundamentally altering the beneficial system.
Thus another flaw with the traditional conceptualization of counterinsurgency appears: the United States seeks the complete defeat of the insurgents while its local partners often benefit from the persistence of an insurgency large enough to sustain American interest and assistance but not powerful enough to overthrow them. Insurgency keeps aid flowing and gives the political elite an excuse for repression, exclusion, and holding onto power. 28 Imagine, for instance, Afghanistan with the Taliban defeated: with little interest from the world, the country would sink back into even more crushing poverty. Without a stream of external assistance, Afghanistan's professional class and political elite would have far fewer economic opportunities. In long running conflicts, a "war economy" usually emerges, which benefits both the elites that the United States supports and the insurgent leaders. 29 Ultimately, this rapport means those with the power to end an insurgency-whether local elites or counterinsurgent leaders-often have little incentive to do so; while those who suffer the most from the conflict-the local population-do not have the power to end it.
While US doctrine recognizes the problem, the United States has never found a way to resolve it. 30 To gain the support of the American public, US political leaders must portray a conflict as one where supporting the local elite is an important, even vital American interest. This commitment, combined with the fact that many insurgency movements are, in fact, worse than America's partners, diminishes US leverage over its partner elite. Thus, the United 27 JCS, Counterinsurgency, II-19. 28 
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States is unable to compel its partners to undertake the degree of system change that might prevent future armed resistance, but which erodes their own power and wealth.
The United States also is hindered by the idea that the "normal" state of affairs is for a state to exercise control over all of its national territory. In many parts of the world-including those prone to insurgency-this is not the norm. While governments would be happy to do so, they draw the very rational conclusion that the benefits of exercising full control over their national territory is not worth the costs. Thus, they focus on the areas where the elite and its affiliates live, whether regions or parts of cities, and on the wealth-producing parts of the nation such as economically robust urban areas, regions with important natural resources, and transportation corridors. They write off rural hinterlands dominated by non-elite groups, regions that do not generate wealth, and increasingly, poorer urban areas. Elites accept these areas are informally governed, often with little or no presence by the formal state. The potential for armed conflict emanating from informally governed regions always exists, but local elites make the rational decision that tolerating that risk-and living with persistent terrorism-makes more sense than attempting to exercise full control everywhere.
The traditional notion of counterinsurgency called on the state to undertake economic development to undercut resentment and opposition. In other words, the state would provide a better deal to the population than the insurgents. This idea made sense within the context of modernization theory as American's first grappled with counterinsurgency. It was no coincidence Walt Rostow-the deputy national security adviser for John F. Kennedy and Lyndon B. Johnson, as well as an architect of US involvement in Vietnamhad written a book linking the "stages" of economic growth with political stability. 31 Positing a causal relationship between economic growth and preventing or quelling insurgency has many problems though. One is the tendency of populations to grow faster than the creation of jobs. Many analysts have found a correlation between youth bulges and youth un-(or under-) employment as well as internal political violence. 32 Even states that recognize this interdependence often can do little about it, particularly in an era of globalization, when the economic health of a nation is often determined by external factors beyond its control. 33 And, the causal linkage between economic growth and insurgency oversimplifies the causes for someone creating or joining an insurgency. Often psychological factors such as personal grievances or the desire for personal empowerment, heroic status, or simple boredom are as, or more, important than political factors or the absence of economic opportunity. 34 Simply creating low status jobs does not address these psychological factors.
Today changes in the global security environment exacerbate the flawed assumptions and the internal tensions of the traditional conceptualization of counterinsurgency and undercut much of its remaining validity. Take the notion that counterinsurgency requires the state to create a counternarrative to the one propagated by insurgents. The counterinsurgency narrative, according to Joint doctrine:
"…should contextualize what the population experiences, legitimizing counterinsurgent actions and delegitimizing the insurgency. It is an interpretive lens designed to help individuals and groups make decisions in the face of uncertainty where the stakes are perceived as life and death. The [counterinsurgency] narrative should explain the current situation and describe how the [host nation] government will defeat the insurgency. It should invoke relevant cultural and historical references to both justify the actions of counterinsurgents and make the case that the government will win." 35 Creating a coherent narrative was feasible in the twentieth-century when the primary means of information propagation other than interpersonal communication-authoritative written material or broadcasts-could be 32 See Lionel Beehner, "The Effects of 'Youth Bulge' on Civil Conflicts," Council on controlled, or at least largely controlled, by the state. In today's information saturated environment where narratives can form, grow, go dormant, and be reborn outside the control of the state, the idea of counterinsurgents agreeing to and implementing a narrative to influence perceptions of a conflict, as US counterinsurgency doctrine calls for, is nostalgic at best. 36 With radical transparency and instant connectivity, there is more of a theme and meme swarm than the development and promulgation of an agreed-upon, coherent narrative.
State sponsorship of insurgency or provision of sanctuary to insurgents still happens as it did during the Cold War. Think Russia and Ukraine, Pakistan and Afghanistan, or Iran and Yemen. For the United States, though, there is no risk of the "death of a thousand small cuts" as during the Cold War. Insurgency is still using proxy aggression but is no longer a form of superpower proxy conflict. In general terms, this application means insurgency is less strategically significant than it once was.
Where Do We Go Now?
Today insurgency is most common precisely where the flawed assumptions, conundrums, and internal tensions of the traditional notion of counterinsurgency are the most pervasive. And, the United States security policy has entered a time of frugality. America can no longer lavish security resources with little regard for efficiency. This facet means counterinsurgency has run its course. With the strategic stakes lower, it no longer makes sense for the United States to accept the gross inefficiency and adverse benefit-cost ratio of counterinsurgency. America must still counter irregular threats but improve efficiency and better balance costs and benefits.
The first step is remembering the United States reengaged in counterinsurgency after the September 11 attacks because policymakers saw it as part of antiterrorism. Such actions were a way to eliminate sanctuaries for extremist movements and shrink the pool of terrorist recruits. But in reality, counterinsurgency support almost never reaches that end state. Partner governments take American support and implement enough reforms that the insurgency cannot overthrow them; then, the partners stop. They tolerate 36 For an exploration of this concept, see Steven Metz, "The Internet, New Media, and the Evolution of Insurgency," Parameters 42, no. 3 (Autumn 2012): 80-90. For a more expansive treatment of the broader phenomenon, see James Jay Carafano, Wiki at War: Conflict in a Socially Networked World (College Station: Texas A&M Press, 2012). simmering extremism in the hinterlands or urban slums so long as it does not pose an existential threat to the regime.
This practice means counterinsurgency may be an effective method of antiterrorism; however, it is not an efficient one. Today the United States needs antiterrorism strategies that are acceptably effective but also affordable and sustainable. To find them, policymakers must remember the threat of nations ruled by extremists providing bases for terrorists to attack the United States or its allies. Thus, helping create friendly governments that rule the way the United States would prefer might be nice. But, the only necessity is preventing terrorist power projection.
Given that, the United States should shift to something such as the Israeli approach to extremism and terrorism. After finding out how difficult and costly traditional pacification and counterinsurgency is and recognizing it could never "win the hearts and minds" of the Arab populations in places like southern Lebanon, Gaza, and the West Bank, Israel concluded it could tolerate extremism but not terrorism, settling for a realistic, affordable, and sustainable approach that is not contingent on how neighboring states are ruled. If enemies mobilize enough strength to threaten Israel directly, it strikes at them with the most effective combination of air and land based military power. After weakening the extremists, Israel withdraws, knowing it may have to repeat offensive operations again if the threat reaches intolerable levels.
This approach, which relies on the time-tested techniques of spoiling raids and large-scale but limited duration punitive expeditions, might provide an acceptably effective and sustainable post-counterinsurgency strategy for the United States. 37 Such an avenue clearly would require some sort of small persistent presence using some combination of the intelligence community, military special operations forces, overhead assets (most unmanned), and increasingly, ground-based autonomous systems. But if al-Qaeda, the Islamic State, or another terrorism-based extremist movement develops bases and a power projection capability in a place like Afghanistan, Libya, or Yemen, the United States should launch a powerful military and interagency strike force. But America should abandon the idea that the Afghanistans, Yemens, and Libyas of the world want to, or can become, stable, pro-American nations, or 77 that trying to transform them is a good use of increasingly scarce security resources. So long as transnational terrorists do not plot, train for, and launch attacks from such nation's soil, that is enough.
To make this approach work, the US military needs to redesign its forces and develop strategic concepts and doctrine for limited duration, large-scale expeditions. The key would be the ability to project Joint and interagency forces-increasingly ones bolstered by autonomous systems-over long distances, and repeat as necessary. The mantra for counterinsurgency has always been "clear, hold, build." An expeditionary antiterrorism strategy would accept clearing is necessary, but holding and building are not worth the costs. Adversaries would no longer believe they could draw the US military in and wear down American will over time. Hopefully, opposing forces would be deterred by knowing the United States could at least "clear" through largescale expeditions as many times as necessary, particularly as expeditionary forces increasingly integrate autonomous systems. Deterrence always requires capability, credibility, and communications. An antiterrorism strategy based on limited duration expeditions would be credible in a way traditional counterinsurgency is not.
Conclusion
Traditional counterinsurgency was seen as a form of war without all the definitional attributes of war but with a dose of an old-fashioned theory of modernization, which has been superseded in the academic world. If the concept ever made sense, it no longer does. Counterinsurgency must be refocused on the core security problem: transnational terrorism. Counterinsurgency might be a way to address that problem, but it is immensely inefficient and difficult to sustain politically. When the United States had a surplus of defense resources and could garner public support for anything that struck back at extremism in the emotional years immediately after the September 11 attacks, inefficiency was tolerable. Now, it no longer is.
This turn of events suggests the United States must abandon counterinsurgency as a tool of antiterrorism. Shifting to a strategy that contains, weakens, and deters transnational terrorism by strategic expeditions-large scale punitive raids, repeated if necessary-is a viable way of meeting the criteria of minimal effectiveness, maximum efficiency, and political sustainability.
